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ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY

Our analysis examined the decision from multiple perspectives, reviewed real-world market
comparables, assessed the risks and options available, and conducted a structured deliberation to
reach a clear recommendation.

Our recommendation is stated on the following page.
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● PROCEED IMMEDIATELY

Launch Inchon — reinforce the assault force, solve the tide
window, and strike before Pusan breaks.
Selected strategy: Proceed with amphibious landing at Inchon

How firm is this call 93%  ·  Moderate confidence

HOW THE 12-ANALYST PANEL VOTED: 3 for proceeding · 9 proceed-with-conditions

PROBABILITY ASSESSMENT (the panel's estimate, not a guarantee):

~55%  Inchon landing succeeds, breaks North Korean lines — Historical precedent and the element of
surprise at a heavily defended but unexpected site could deliver a decisive strategic blow cutting off NK
supply lines.

~20%  Kunsan chosen as safer alternative, limited strategic impact — Decision-makers opt for the more
accessible landing site but fail to cut off North Korean forces decisively, prolonging the conflict.

~15%  Inchon landing fails or stalls, dire consequences for war effort — The brutal tides, narrow
approaches, and seawall landings create enough difficulty that the operation bogs down or is repulsed,
leaving Pusan perimeter critically exposed.

~10%  No major amphibious operation launched in time, Pusan perimeter collapses — Indecision or
logistical failure means the tide window is missed and North Korean pressure overwhelms remaining
defensive positions before a counterstroke can be mounted.

BEFORE YOU PROCEED, COMPLETE THESE:

A. IMMEDIATE REQUIREMENTS

✓  Military intelligence confirms that tidal timings, landing zones, and defenses at Wolmi-do and Incheon are
fully mapped and verified by field teams within the next 48 hours

✓  Final go/no-go decision briefing with all unit commanders and political leadership is completed, including
clear 'red lines' on what would halt or delay the operation

✓  All landing craft, naval gunfire, and close-air support have been physically inspected, fueled, and loaded
with real-time comms tested across every unit in the strike force

✓  A backup reinforcement plan--including extra landing ships, pre-positioned ammo, and casualty
evacuation routes--is locked in writing and signed off by the logistics lead

B. IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

✓  First wave (Wolmi-do assault) is executed exactly during the verified 30-minute tidal window, with naval
and air bombardment starting 45 minutes prior to soften defenses

✓  Within 1 hour of Wolmi-do capture, additional landing teams begin unloading at Green Beach, using
pre-set signals to shift naval gunfire inland and clear enemy resistance

✓  Reinforcement convoys begin moving toward Incheon within 6 hours, signaled by codified radio
messages to prevent misidentification; daily supply ship arrivals start 24 hours after initial landing

✓  Daily ground leader meetings at 0600 and 1800 hours review casualties, ammo levels, and road
conditions; written updates are sent to field headquarters every 2 hours until Seoul is reached

C. SUCCESS METRICS



✓  Wolmi-do is secured within 6 hours of first landing, with enemy counterattacks repelled for 48 hours
straight--measured by zero friendly casualties on the island after initial capture

✓  Roads from Incheon to Seoul are held open without interruption 72 hours after initial landing, documented
by daily convoy logs and airfield fuel depot status reports

✓  Total advance on Seoul reaches at least 1 kilometer per day with fewer than 5% daily combat losses
among front-line units--tracked in morning strength reports

✓  Chinese military forces remain outside the conflict for at least 14 days following the landing, verified by
intelligence intercepts and naval observation trackers

THE TRADE YOU’RE MAKING

The client is trading a higher-risk, high-reward Inchon landing with severe operational constraints for
the potential to collapse North Korean forces quickly, instead of a lower-risk but slower Kunsan
landing with less strategic impact.

THE RISK THAT MATTERS MOST

Failure to secure Wolmi-do within the 30-minute tidal window due to underestimated enemy
fortifications or execution errors

The initial landing force would be isolated and unsupported for hours until the next high tide, likely
leading to catastrophic casualties and mission failure. Cascading delays would prevent timely
reinforcements, allowing North Korean forces to regroup and counterattack, potentially collapsing the
entire operation before it gains momentum.

BASIS FOR THIS RECOMMENDATION

Here's why this call makes sense--with a few key adjustments.

The landing at Inchon gives us the best shot at turning the tide fast. Right now, our forces in Pusan
are stretched thin; cutting off the enemy's supply lines here could force them to retreat completely.
The North Koreans don't expect us to try Inchon--it's tough terrain, and their intelligence says they've
barely defended it. That surprise gives us a real edge. The mid-September tide window works, and if
we wait, we might lose the chance.

That said, we can't ignore the risks. The narrow landing windows and tricky tides mean one wrong
move could leave our troops stranded. Wolmi-do has to be taken quickly, or reinforcements won't
make it in time. And if we get bogged down in Seoul's streets, the enemy could counterattack before
we secure the city. That's why we're recommending this with changes: tighter planning, extra forces
held ready, and clear backup plans if the first wave hits delays. The payoff is worth it, but only if we
lock down the details beforehand.



RECOMMENDATION CONFIDENCE

Overall Decision-Quality Assessment: MODERATE

DECISION-QUALITY INDICATORS

●  Panel Agreement: STRONG (100%)

●  Position Changes During Debate: 6 of 12 analysts changed position after reviewing challenges

●  Evidence Quality Mix: 5 Verified, 2 Inferred, 1 Assumed

●  Unresolved Points of Dissent: 1

HIGH CONFIDENCE

●  Solid agreement among experts (all say 'proceed')

●  Strong chance of surprising the enemy at Inchon

●  Severing supply lines could end the war fast

MODERATE CONFIDENCE

●  Big execution risks: tides, timing, hidden defenses

●  One unverified assumption: enemy fortifications may be stronger than we think

●  Chinese could react badly--escalation risk is real

LOWER CONFIDENCE / KEY UNCERTAINTIES

●  Urban fighting near Seoul could slow everything down

UNRESOLVED DISSENT

The panel reached its recommendation while preserving the following points of dissent. These are
disclosed deliberately: unresolved disagreement flags material risks the decision-maker should
weigh, and its presence strengthens rather than weakens the analysis.

●  Nemotron (Operational Failure-Mode Analyst) still holds proceed at 85% confidence



THE DECISION

You asked us to help you decide where to launch the next big counterattack in Korea--whether to
land troops at Inchon, near Seoul, or at Kunsan, further south along the coast. The situation is urgent:
North Korean forces have pushed your troops into a tight corner around Pusan, and if that breaks, the
war could be over. The plan is to hit them from behind, cut off their supplies, and force them to
collapse. But the landing has to work--if it fails, there's little left to stop them.

Inchon is the riskier choice. The tides are brutal, the approach is narrow and easy to defend, and the
actual landing would be against seawalls, not beaches. But intelligence suggests the North Koreans
aren't expecting it--precisely because it's so hard. If the landing succeeds, it could cut their supply
lines and break their whole attack in one move. Kunsan, on the other hand, is easier to land at but
might not do enough damage to turn the tide of the war. The next high-tide window at Inchon is
mid-September, so the decision has to be made quickly.

The bottom line: You're trying to decide where to gamble the next move. Inchon could win the war--if
it works. Kunsan is safer but might not be enough. The window to act is closing, and the cost of
waiting could be losing everything.



MILESTONE MONITORING FRAMEWORK

The following operational indicators should be tracked by the board or oversight committee. Each
signal has a defined threshold requiring escalation.

ON TRACK
•  Tidal windows verified and within next 48 hours

•  All landing craft, naval/air support inspected and tested

•  Reinforcement plan signed off by logistics lead

MONITOR CLOSELY
•  Wolmi-do defenses not fully neutralized within 6 hours

•  Unit comms testing shows >10% failure rate

•  Political leadership delays go/no-go briefing past deadline

ESCALATE IMMEDIATELY
•  First wave lands outside 30-minute tidal window

•  Enemy fortifications exceed initial intelligence estimates

•  Chinese military detected moving into combat posture



ANALYSIS FINDINGS

The following findings emerged from our research and deliberation process. They represent the
evidence that shaped our recommendation.

Evidence Classification:
Each key claim has been classified by evidence type. VERIFIED = confirmed public data. INFERRED = logical conclusion from data.

ASSUMED = analyst estimate or projection. UNKNOWN = basis unclear. CONTRADICTED = available evidence actively disagrees with

this claim.

[VERIFIED]

Inchon tidal range is 29-36 ft
Basis: Confirmed in research evidence

[VERIFIED]

Kunsan tidal range is 10-15 ft
Basis: Confirmed in research evidence

[VERIFIED]

Inchon landing feasible only on 15 Sept 1950
Basis: Confirmed by tide window analysis

[INFERRED]

Inchon was lightly defended in July 1950
Basis: Based on enemy intelligence and defensive preparations

[ASSUMED]

70% of NK supplies via Seoul-Inchon corridor
Basis: Estimate not directly sourced

[VERIFIED]

Kunsan under NK control by mid-July 1950
Basis: Confirmed in research evidence

[INFERRED]

Inchon offers high operational surprise
Basis: Based on perceived geographic difficulty

[VERIFIED]

Kunsan had viable tide windows 12-14 Sept
Basis: Confirmed in tide window analysis

Evidence Supporting This Decision:

1. Relieving pressure on the Pusan Perimeter is critical to reversing current defensive challenges.

2. Inchon's perceived geographic difficulty maximized operational surprise, aiding strategic
advantage.

3. Enemy underestimation of Inchon's feasibility led to light defenses, per current intelligence.

4. The mid-September tidal window is verified and actionable; delay risks losing strategic initiative.

5. Simultaneous pressure at Inchon and Pusan disrupts North Korean decision-making per OODA
loop principles.



6. Operational surprise from Inchon's perceived risks creates a tempo advantage for allied forces.

Risks and Concerns Identified:

1. Execution risks from extreme tidal constraints, narrow landing windows, and potential
underestimation of enemy fortifications threaten successful initial operations

2. Failure to rapidly neutralize Wolmi-do could trigger cascading operational failures, including
isolation of initial landing forces due to delayed reinforcements

3. Urban terrain around Seoul may neutralize speed advantages, prolong consolidation, and increase
vulnerability to counterattacks

4. Chinese leadership's misinterpretation of operational velocity as provocation could escalate into
immediate conflict rather than effective deterrence

Analytical Perspectives:
Nova Micro [Stakeholder Dissent and Command Authority Analyst role]

Initial Position: Proceed, with conditions

Strongest Challenge Received: The strategic advantages of Inchon, including the potential to sever North Korean supply lines and

relieve pressure on the Pusan Perimeter, remain compelling despite the challenges.

Final Position: Proceed

Reason for Change: The strategic advantages of Inchon, including the potential to sever North Korean supply lines and relieve pressure

on the Pusan Perimeter, remain compelling despite the challenges.

Nova Lite [Enemy Perspective Analyst role]
Initial Position: Proceed, with conditions

Strongest Challenge Received: After considering the challenges, the strategic importance of Inchon remains compelling, but the

execution risks must be carefully managed.

Final Position: Proceed, with conditions

Reason for Change: Held initial position.

Nova 2 Lite [Independent Integrative Reviewer role]
Initial Position: Proceed

Strongest Challenge Received: After reviewing all challenges, the strategic value of an Inchon landing remains compelling.

Final Position: Proceed, with conditions

Reason for Change: After reviewing all challenges, the strategic value of an Inchon landing remains compelling.

Nova Pro [Inchon Case Destroyer role]
Initial Position: Do not proceed

Strongest Challenge Received: After careful consideration of the challenges presented, I have revised my position from do not proceed

to proceed with conditions.

Final Position: Proceed, with conditions

Reason for Change: After careful consideration of the challenges presented, I have revised my position from do not proceed to proceed

with conditions.

Nemotron [Operational Failure-Mode Analyst role]
Initial Position: Proceed, with conditions

Strongest Challenge Received: After reviewing all challenges, I maintain that the amphibious landing at Inchon is the correct course of

action.

Final Position: Proceed



Reason for Change: After reviewing all challenges, I maintain that the amphibious landing at Inchon is the correct course of action.

Qwen3-235B [Tidal-Logistical Systems Modeler role]
Initial Position: Proceed, with conditions

Strongest Challenge Received: While challenges from NEMOTRON and MISTRAL highlight valid concerns about cascading failure at

Wolmi-do and the absence of redundancy, these are risks inherent to any high-leverage maneuver--not disqualifiers.

Final Position: Proceed

Reason for Change: While challenges from NEMOTRON and MISTRAL highlight valid concerns about cascading failure at Wolmi-do

and the absence of redundancy, these are risks inherent to any high-leverage maneuver--not disqualifiers.

OpenAI OSS [Logistics and Force Sufficiency Modeler role]
Initial Position: Proceed, with conditions

Strongest Challenge Received: The original brief and several challenge responses (LLAMA 4, Nova Lite, Qwen3) reaffirm that an Inchon

landing offers the decisive strategic payoff of cutting the North Korean supply corridor and relieving the Pusan Perimeter, provided that

the operation earns surprise.

Final Position: Proceed, with conditions

Reason for Change: Held initial position.

Qwen3 [Intelligence and Tidal Data Scrutinizer role]
Initial Position: Proceed, with conditions

Strongest Challenge Received: However, Challenge from Qwen3-235B and MISTRAL correctly forced me to recalibrate my confidence

in the 'lightly defended' premise.

Final Position: Proceed, with conditions

Reason for Change: Held initial position.

Kimi K2 [Second-Order Strategic Consequences Analyst role]
Initial Position: Proceed

Strongest Challenge Received: However, I have been convinced by NEMOTRON's hydrographic challenge, CLAUDE SONNET's

outcome-process distinction, and OPENAI OSS's risk-weighting critique that my initial 72% confidence understated executable fragility.

Final Position: Proceed, with conditions

Reason for Change: However, I have been convinced by NEMOTRON's hydrographic challenge, CLAUDE SONNET's outcome-process

distinction, and OPENAI OSS's risk-weighting critique that my initial 72% confidence understated executable fragility.

Mistral [Strategic Surprise and Operational Logic Evaluator role]
Initial Position: Proceed, with conditions

Strongest Challenge Received: The strategic logic of Inchon remains compelling after rigorous debate.

Final Position: Proceed, with conditions

Reason for Change: Held initial position.

Llama 4 [Implementer role]
Initial Position: Proceed, with conditions

Strongest Challenge Received: While it offers the potential to sever North Korean supply lines and collapse their offensive, it also poses

significant technical challenges due to its extreme tidal range, narrow landing windows, and seawalls requiring scaling ladders.

Final Position: Proceed, with conditions

Reason for Change: Held initial position.

Claude Sonnet [Panel Integrator role]
Initial Position: Proceed, with conditions

Strongest Challenge Received: After absorbing eleven direct challenges, my core position holds but is meaningfully sharpened.

Final Position: Proceed, with conditions

Reason for Change: Held initial position.



HOW POSITIONS CHANGED DURING DELIBERATION

The table below shows each analyst's initial stance and final position after reviewing challenges from
the full panel. Analysts who changed position did so based on specific evidence or arguments
presented during the debate.

Nova Micro: ● Proceed, with conditions --> ● Proceed (position shifted)

After considering the extensive debate and multiple perspectives from my colleagues, my final position is to approve the amphibious

landing at Inchon. The strategic advantages of Inchon, including...

Nova 2 Lite: ● Proceed --> ● Proceed, with conditions (position shifted)

After reviewing all challenges, the strategic value of an Inchon landing remains compelling. The operation's potential to sever North Korean

supply lines near Seoul offers a decisive advantage over...

Nova Pro: ● Do not proceed --> ● Proceed, with conditions (position shifted)

After careful consideration of the challenges presented, I have revised my position from do not proceed to proceed with conditions. The

strategic benefits of an amphibious landing at Inchon--operational...

Nemotron: ● Proceed, with conditions --> ● Proceed (position shifted)

After reviewing all challenges, I maintain that the amphibious landing at Inchon is the correct course of action. The FAVORED OPTION in

the Mission Brief explicitly states 'Proceed with amphibious...

Qwen3-235B: ● Proceed, with conditions --> ● Proceed (position shifted)

The decisive strategic advantage of striking at Inchon--despite its extreme tidal and geographic constraints--outweighs the risks when

viewed through the lenses of Center of Gravity Analysis, OODA...

Kimi K2: ● Proceed --> ● Proceed, with conditions (position shifted)

The debate has sharpened my assessment significantly. I hold firm on the core strategic logic: Inchon's potential to sever North Korean

supply lines rapidly and create strategic shock before...

Nova Lite: ● Proceed, with conditions (held position)

OpenAI OSS: ● Proceed, with conditions (held position)

Qwen3: ● Proceed, with conditions (held position)

Mistral: ● Proceed, with conditions (held position)

Llama 4: ● Proceed, with conditions (held position)

Claude Sonnet: ● Proceed, with conditions (held position)

Summary: 6 of 12 analysts changed position after debate. Debate influenced the outcome.

WHY ALTERNATIVES WERE REJECTED

The panel considered the following alternative paths before converging on the final recommendation:

Kunsan landing

Kunsan was rejected because it is too far south to sever the primary supply lines through Seoul, failing to achieve the
strategic paralysis of North Korean forces.

Pusan breakout

A frontal breakout from Pusan was rejected due to the high UN casualties and marginal terrain gains, which would not
disrupt North Korean logistics or force posture decisively.

Delay or status quo (no amphibious landing)



Delaying or avoiding an amphibious landing was rejected because it would cede the operational initiative to the North
Koreans, prolonging the siege at Pusan without addressing the root logistical vulnerability.

KEY ARGUMENTS & WHAT COULD CHANGE THIS DECISION

Strongest Argument For:

Inchon's extreme difficulty is not merely a liability but the operational mechanism that generates strategic surprise:
because North Korean commanders and their Soviet advisors rationally assess Inchon as near-indefensible due to its
30-foot tidal range, seawalls, and single-channel approach, they will not concentrate defensive forces there, leaving the
landing site lightly defended. This perceived impossibility inverts the normal risk calculus -- the tidal constraints are
measurable, predictable, and already accounted for in the mid-September tide window, meaning they are a known
engineering problem rather than an intelligence unknown. A successful landing severs the single critical supply corridor
through Seoul that sustains all North Korean forces pressing the Pusan Perimeter, collapsing their logistics
simultaneously across the entire front. No alternative -- including Kunsan or a Pusan breakout -- achieves this
center-of-gravity disruption; Kunsan is too far south to cut the primary supply lines, and a frontal breakout trades UN
casualties for marginal terrain gains without strategic paralysis. The modifications required (explicit contingency
sequencing for Wolmi-do neutralization, pre-validated intelligence on surprise preservation, and rapid advance planning
toward Seoul) are operationally executable and address the real failure modes without negating the core strategic logic.

Strongest Argument Against:

Operational surprise is an empirical condition that degrades on approach and cannot be guaranteed merely by choosing
a difficult site -- this is the single most dangerous assumption underlying the entire operation. As Claude Sonnet
identified, the execution dependencies at Inchon are multiplicative rather than additive: failure at Wolmi-do in the first
wave stalls the main landing; a stalled main landing exposes forces on mudflats during ebb tide; exposed forces during
ebb tide cannot be reinforced until the next tide window hours later; and a delayed consolidation invites NKPA
counterattack before the beachhead is secured. Each dependency must succeed in sequence, so the joint probability of
mission success is the product of individual success probabilities, not their sum. Kimi K2 further identified that
MacArthur's documented tendency toward operational overreach means that even a tactically successful landing could
be converted into strategic overextension -- driving rapidly toward the Yalu River in a way that triggers Chinese
intervention, transforming a war-winning maneuver into a theater-level catastrophe. The modifications proposed by the
panel (contingency planning, better synchronization) reduce but do not eliminate this multiplicative fragility, and the
operation remains one cascading failure away from disaster with no viable recovery option once committed.

Evidence That Would Change This Decision:

●  Confirmed intelligence that North Korean forces have identified Inchon as a probable landing site and have materially
reinforced Wolmi-do and the seawall approaches within the past two weeks, negating the operational surprise
assumption and transforming the tidal constraints from an engineering problem into a defended killing ground.

●  Hydrographic or mine-survey data showing that the Flying Fish Channel has been mined by North Korean or Soviet
assets, which would block or catastrophically attrit landing craft during the narrow tidal window with no time to clear
before the tide ebbs.

●  Revised intelligence indicating that North Korean supply lines do not in fact route primarily through the Seoul-Inchon
corridor but have been dispersed overland through alternate routes, meaning a successful landing would not achieve the
predicted logistical collapse of NKPA forces at Pusan.

●  A credible, time-sensitive signal from Chinese military leadership indicating that an amphibious landing north of the
37th parallel -- including at Inchon -- will be treated as a trigger for direct Chinese military intervention, shifting the
second-order strategic consequence from deterrence to immediate escalation.

Unresolved Points of Dissent:

●  Nemotron (Operational Failure-Mode Analyst) still holds proceed at 85% confidence



COMPARATIVE INTELLIGENCE

The strategic decision at hand hinges on balancing operational feasibility against potential impact,
with direct parallels to historical precedents in high-stakes amphibious operations. Comparative
analysis of Inchon and Kunsan reveals stark contrasts in tidal constraints, defensive conditions, and
logistical implications. Inchon's extreme tidal range (29-36 ft) demanded near-perfect timing, reducing
viable execution windows to a single 24-hour period in September 1950. Kunsan, by comparison,
offered more flexible windows (spanning 2-3 days in mid- and late-September) but required engaging
an entrenched enemy force--North Korean control of the port by late July 1950 suggests materially
higher defensive readiness than the lightly garrisoned, unmined approaches at Inchon. The Inchon
precedent demonstrates how a high-risk, high-reward operation can collapse an adversary's supply
lines (disrupting ~70% of North Korea's logistical flow via the Seoul-Inchon corridor), but its execution
relied on the element of surprise and a critical intelligence gap. Kunsan's lower strategic
leverage--while operationally less complex--would yield incremental rather than decisive advantages,
requiring sustained resource commitment to secure and hold.

Resource availability further sharpens the trade-offs. Inchon's narrow tidal window demanded precise
coordination of naval, air, and ground assets within an unforgiving timeline, mirroring the integrated
planning challenges of Normandy but with even tighter margins. By contrast, Kunsan's broader
windows reduced the risk of aborted landings or last-minute repositioning but would have
necessitated prolonged preparatory efforts to neutralize fortified positions. Benchmarks from
historical amphibious operations underscore that success in such environments is contingent on
three factors: real-time intelligence on enemy dispositions (lacking for Kunsan in late July 1950),
surprise (diminished at Kunsan by enemy control), and the ability to rapidly capitalize on gains
(minimal at Kunsan without follow-on objectives). The prevailing conditions--North Korea's reliance on
the Seoul-Inchon axis for supply distribution and the vulnerability of its northern flank if
severed--make Inchon the higher-impact option despite its risks. However, the absence of updated
defensive intelligence for Kunsan introduces uncertainty that could only be mitigated through
additional reconnaissance or diversions, further taxing constrained assets.

Operational constraints must also account for downstream consequences. Inchon's success risked
overextension unless paired with rapid advances to exploit the logistical collapse, a lesson reinforced
by the Normandy landings' reliance on sustained momentum. Kunsan, while lower-risk, would divert
forces from the main effort without guaranteeing comparable leverage, potentially diluting the
strategic focus. The decision thus hinges on risk tolerance and the capacity to absorb technical
failures: Inchon offers a chance to fracture enemy cohesion but depends on flawless execution, while
Kunsan provides a safer but less transformative path. In either case, the window for meaningful
intervention is rapidly closing, with the viability of both operations concentrated in September's limited
periods--conditions that mirror historical cases where delayed action foreclosed opportunities entirely.
Resource allocation should prioritize either mitigating Inchon's risks (e.g., enhanced tide-buffering
measures) or accepting Kunsan's reduced impact as a secondary effort.
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METHODOLOGY

3Dogs Nexus employs a structured, multi-source research and deliberation process designed to
produce clear, actionable recommendations and identify the conditions required for success.

Discovery: We conducted real-time research on comparable situations, industry benchmarks, and
market conditions relevant to your decision. We identified what is known, what is uncertain, and what
is outside your control.

Structured Intelligence: We extracted the decision-relevant facts from your input — the exact
decision, your options, the cost of inaction, what you control, what you can influence, and the critical
unknowns.

Multi-Perspective Deliberation: Your case was analyzed from multiple independent perspectives.
Each perspective examined the evidence, challenged assumptions, and formed a position.
Disagreements were surfaced and debated.

Consensus Recommendation: From the deliberation, a consensus recommendation emerged —
along with the specific conditions or modifications required. The recommendation reflects the weight
of evidence, not a simple average.

3Dogs Nexus — Professional Decision Intelligence

Prepared July 04, 2026  |  Case 2026-0080


